CHAPTER 5

THE QUANTIFICATION OF INFORMATION:
- The Paperwork Budget
Amd the Birth of the Burden Hour

In 1980, the chlef measure in the paper-
work process becamla the respondent “bur-
den hour,” or the amount of time it is sup-
posed to take someone to respond to a
government request for information. Before
then, paperwork had been measured by num-
bers of forms. '

In regulations wﬁj{xtten to implement the
Actin 1981, OIRA defined “burden hour” as:

“the total time, !effort, or financial
resources required to respond to a col-
lection of information, including that to
read or hear instructions; to develop,
modify, construct, or assemble any
materials or equipment; to conduct
tests, inspections,; polls, observations,
or the like necessary to obtain the infor-
mation; to organize the information
into the requesteﬁformat; to review its
accuracy and the appropriateness of its
manner of presentation; and to main-
tain, disclose, or report the informa-
tion. 2 ‘

More than just adﬂing up “burden hours,”
the idea was also to put a limit on them, a sort
of “burden budget.” The numbers were also
important to chart the direction of change -
growth or decline —in federal paperwork.

The idea of putting the government on a
budget for collecting information grew out of

recommendations to President Carter from
the Commission on Federal Paperwork. As
part of an effort to set up procedures the
Commission had suggested, President Carter
issued Executive Order (E.O.) 12174,
“Paperwork,” on November 30, 1979,

Under the order, OIR A began to prepare
the first “annual paperwork budget, i.e., an
estimate of the total number of hours re-
quired to comply with requests for informa-
tion.” Through what came to be known as the
Information Collection Budget (ICB), agen-
cies were to “itemize each form used,
describe its purpose and identify those af-
fected by it.” For the first time, agencies
literally had to budget how many hours
people, businesses, and others would spend
filling out forms, responding to reporting re-
quirements, participating in federal research
efforts, and so forth.

Originally, the ICB rested on the idea that
information was a resource, just like time,
money, or personnel. “A principal recom-
mendation of the Commission [on Federal
Paperwork] was that the Federal government
manage reporting and related information
functions as a resource —like other resources
used in operating Federal programs.”

President Carter’'s OMB saw the ICB
process as way of “shifting OMB’s primary
role to one of policy setting, planning and

1 Richard M. Neustadt, “Taming the Paperwork Tiger: An Experiment in Regulatory Management,” Regulation, January/February,

1981, p. 29,
5 CFR 1320.7(b).

2
3 Bxecutive Order 12174, “Paperwork,” November 30, 1979, Section 1-104.
4 Information Collection Budgel of the United Sintes Government, Fiscal Yesr 1981, Office of Management and Budget, p. i.
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audit, rather than one of performing in-
dividual reviews of agency reporting require-
ments.”” The shift, the President’s staff
thought, would rinig true with the process en-
visioned by the Pdperwork Commission: that
the “primary responsibility for eliminating
duplication and assuring the use of correct
survey methods properly rests in the agen-
cies” and that “the central clearance function
should be a chec¢k on agency actions, not a
substitute for them.”®

science, and itis probably not a science at all,”
one OIRA staff member conceded. Others
are more descriptive. Agency information of-
ficers who were present at the creation of the
burden hours now call them arbitrary — “blue
skying” is how some put it. Agency officials
also readily admit to submitting “over-
generous” estimates just to be on the safe
side. Inthe words of one: “If we’re over, we’re
stuck. ... Sowe're always generous enough to
cover ourselves.”

In other words,
OMB’s paperwork
oversight role Fwouid
diminish over time,
while agencies’

Yet once their ICBs
are on paper with
OIRA approval, agen-
cies have to live within
them. The numbers--

autonomy would in-

no matter how shaky —

crease. That is not ex-
actly what happéned.

By the next fiscal year, the new Reagan
Administration had transformed information
into an economic good, with a price tag, that
required careful executive monitoring and
control. Under then-OMB Director David
Stockman, the ICB became “based on the
assumption that information is a commodity
which, like other commodities, has costs of
production as Well as benefits of use --that
the public has only a limited amount of time
to supply, and ﬁﬁ'he Federal Government only
a limited amount of resources to assemble,
process, and use this information.”” Presi-
dent Reagan’s OMB also proved unwilling to
cede any review power or allow agencies
greater flexibility in the day-to-day manage-
ment of their information collection ac-
tivities. |

OIRA has'long been touchy about how
burden hours jare calculated —and for good
reason. Estimating burdens “is an imprecise

dictate the limits of
agencies’ information collection efforts for
an entire year.

How the ICB process works

OIRA describes the annual ICB merely as
a “management tool” that “provides a
mechanism for measuring and controlling the
costs of Federal information collection re-
quirements imposed on individuals, busi-
nesses, and state and local governments.” In
theory, the ICB process works much like the
federal budget process, with at least one im-
portant exception—no congressional over-
sight.

ICB planning usually begins early each
summer, when OIRA issues a memorandum
telling agencies what they need to submit and
when for the next fiscal year’s ICB. All agen-
cies that impose more than a certain number
of “burden hours” on the public are required
to participate in the ICB process.

,i

5 Information %olleclion Budget of the United Stales Government, Fiscal Year 1981, OMB, p, 72.
6 Paperwork nixt Red Tape—New Perspectives, New Directions: A Report 1o the President and the Congress, OMB, September,

1979, pp. 21-22.

7 Information Collection Budget of the United Stales Government, Fiscal Year 1982, OMB, p. 11.
8 Information Colleclion Budget of the United Sinles Government, Fiscal Year 1988, OMB, p. 1.
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(OIRA was particularly slow getting this
memorandum out f for next fiscal year, FY
1990. It was dated August 22. See “Chapter
Notes” at the end oi this document for a short
discussion of the ngw approach OIRA says it
plans to take with tbe ICB in coming years.)

|

To start, OIRA provides each agency with
a list of its information collection activities
already included i | the government-wide in-
ventory From thefie, each agency estimates
its “adjusted mventory, which includes the
information collections in use at the end of
the current fiscal Jear, new information col-
lections expected to be approved before the
end of the current ﬂlscal year, and information
collections in use without OIRA approval.

Along with the inventory, each agency
must submit three exhibits” with many parts,
including:

e A narrative that answers specific ques-
tions about hgw the agency manages its
information nesources, such as “What
major specific/decreases and increases in

paperwork burden are anticipated for
[the upcoming fiscal year] and how do
they relate to the President’s programs
(e.g., budget and legislative)” and “What
major specific program areas (including
regulations and Jegislation) will the agen-
cy review to reduce unnecessary
recordkeeping and reporting require-
ments?”

A list of the agency’s inventory modified
to include: (1) changes expected in bur-
den for the upcoming fiscal year; (2) data
on new information collections proposed
for the upcoming fiscal year; and (3) un-
approved collections in use in the current
fiscal year.

A three-year plan for reducing paper-
work, including reductions for future fis-
cal years and collections exceeding 1
million burden hours even when no
change is expected.
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* A summary of specific areas and major
information collections the agency will
review for pé)tential reductions over the
next two figcal years, along with a
timetable for review and estimates of an-
ticipated redlictions once the reviews are
complete.

OIRA Desk |Officers are also free to re-
quest any additional information they want.

After agencies have submitted all the re-
quired information, OIRA Desk Officers
schedule hearings for August or September
with agency officials to discuss their ICBs. At
these hearings, OIRA

The process is not as routine or problem-
free as it sounds, however. Agencies have
reported receiving their allowances as late as
halfway through the fiscal year. For example,
allowance letters for FY ’86 were dated
February 4, 1986, or about one third through
the fiscal year; FY 87 letters were dated
February 13, 1987, or also one third into the
fiscal year,

For FY ’88, one clearance officer
reported that by June, 1988, or three quarters
through the fiscal year, he had still not
received formal notice of his ICB. “We’re just

working with what we

and agency officials hag-
gle over the overnall ICB,
as well as parts of it.

For example,

submitted” originally
last summer, the officer
told OMB Watch, ad-
ding the prediction that
“when we submit our FY

several years agg, OIRA

officials say they questioned Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS) staff
closely over a lack of hours budgeted for
AIDS research. In other cases, OIRA has
tried to force agency information budgeters
to sacrifice burden hours in one program area
to get hours in dnother.

After the !earing, OIRA sends out
budget “passbadks,” which agencies have the
right to appeal to OIRA. Then, in Gctober,
agencies submﬁ a quasi-budget reconcilia-
tion, to account for their activities between
the summer, when the process began, and the
close of the figcal year, or September 30.
Then, “[a]gency proposals and OIRA staff
recommendations will be reviewed and final
decisions on agency ICB requests will be
made by the Director” of OMB.° Agencies
then receive their final ICBs in a “trans-
mittal” letter, ysually signed by the OIRA
Administrator.

’89 ICB, [OMB] will
criticize us for not meeting our FY ’88 goals.”

The ICB process is a numbers game.

The ICB process has reduced important
decisions about government information col-
lection to a numbers game—played by
OIRA’s rules. Every year, OIRA claims to
have made great inroads in paperwork reduc-
tion, while the overall government paper-
work inventory continues to grow. (See the
box on the next page.)

While OIRA’s own paperwork baseline
grew from 1.5 billion hours in FY '81 to 1.76
billion hours in FY ’88, OIRA still claimed
victory over paperwork every year. For ex-
ample, while the budget baseline grew from
1.7 billion hours in FY ’86 to 1.9 billion hours
in FY ’87, OIRA actually claimed to have
reduced paperwork burdens on_the
American public by 65.2 million bours. X

9 “Memo to the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies,” OMB Bulletin 88-12, May 26, 1988, p. 5.
10 Information Coflection Budgel of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 1987, OMB, p. 7.
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These kinds of disparities arise for a
variety of reasons. For one, as the General
Accountmg Office found, “the apparent
changes in reported burden between 1980
and 1987 are largely attributable to changes
in the way OMB accounts for federal paper-
work burden. These accounting procedures
do not always reﬂect real changes in the
amount of burdexil imposed on the public.”

For another, the ICB process recognizes
two types of papérwork reduction —one that
counts toward O}erall paperwork reduction
goals, another that does not. To receive credit
for having reducled paperwork agencies ac-
tively have to make a ‘program change,” that
is, eliminate a recordkeeping requirement,

the 20,000 hours as an adjustment.
Then the agency decides not to conduct
the survey. OMB gives the agency
credit for a program change reduction
of 30,000 hours.

In other words, the agency gets credit for
reducing its paperwork budget by 30,000
hours, even though it never conducted the
survey that would have imposed the burden
and may never have intended on doing so at
all. “With opportunities like that, we can play
games all along with our adjustments,” the
agency clearance officer explained.

But the numbers game can also cause
serious problems. For example, what hap-

pens when an agen-

Z:i?g;lge ti efog rgj information Collection Budget ¢y begins to ap-
quency of a report, Adjusted Base proach th'e point
and so forth, When | B 28 where it has
a program expites, | | B2 reduced its current
when the agency re- | Lzl S and necessary in-
estimates an edist- | L %7~ f.or.n:iatlonf ac-
ing program’s bur- | | ;] ilVlti_ebSI as a(r) as
den, or when bur- | g s possible, ne
den  estimates | ] agency clearance
change becauseithe | o 12l N | ofcer explained:
number of respon- e o fcin ga\;ﬁ alg ;;1
dents changes,|the ; ucln ng,
savings arge dnly Fiscal Year but it is becoming

: difficult to reduce

“adjustments” jand
do not count toward an agency’s overall
paperwork reduction targets.

This allows agency information collection
officer and OIRA Desk Officers to play with
the numbers. Qne agency clearance officer
offered the follf)wing hypothetical example:

One fiscal tear, the agency includes
10,000 hours in its ICB to conduct a
survey. The next fiscal year, the agency
re-estimates that the survey will actual-
ly take 30,000 hours. OMB will consider

further because we’re down to the bare
bones.”

Coming up with program change reduc-
tions, or reductions that really count, can be-
come more of an exercise in refraining from
proposing new information collections than
anything else. For example, HHS saw its
budget for new collections dwindle from 2.7
million hours in FY 85 to fewer than 1 mil-
lion hours, 789,000 hours to be exact, in FY
’88. Does that mean that HHS actually needs
less and less new information? The answer,

11 Paperwork Reduction: Litile Real Burden Change in Recent Years, U.S, General Accounting Office, GAO/PEMD-89-19F5, June,

1989, p. 10,
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particularly for the/agency’s Centers for Dis-
ease Control, is pr(#bably no.

Government paperwork simultaneously
grows and shrinks for other reasons, as well.
For example, several times in the past eight
years, OIRA has added burden hours for ex-
isting paperwork that had somehow escaped
its view before. For example, early in the
process, newly discovered paperwork in-
cluded “bootleg” ld[;orms that agencies should
have submitted to OIRA for review but did
not, as well as paperwork that had been ex-
empt from review/before the Act passed,

In FY "83, OIRA nearly doubled the in-

ventory—from . .

Despite the huge increase, OIRA still
claimed to have reduced federal paperwork
by almost 13 percent that year.

InFY ’88, OIR A shifted 163 million hours
into a new category of paperwork, “gov-
ernmentwide forms and regulations.” To do
so, OIRA took cross-cutting standard govern-
ment forms, required by more than one agen-
¢y, and put them in a separate budget ac-
count —sort of off budget. Previously, “agen-
cies complained that they could not reduce
them,” one OIRA. staff member explained.
“So we don’t charge agencies with the bur-
dens imposed” by standard forms. (See box.)

Burden hour

1.2 billion
hours to more
than 2 billion

estimates also
change during
QOIRA review —

hours —by

either during the

counting

government

ICB process or
during an in-

procurement
paperwork,

dividual form’s
review, For ex-

labeling and

ample, in July,

testing require-
ments, and

1986, after review-
ing the paperwork

paperwork re-
quirements

submitted by
OSHA for a

contained in
existing regula-
tions toward
the ICB totals
for the first

proposed benzene

standard, OIRA

added exactly
80,458 burden
hours to it so the

time. (OIRA
never offered
an exact ac-
counting of

estimate would in-
clude “the time
spent by phy-
sicians from which

the medical rec-
ords are com-

procurement

piled.”’? OIRA

paperwork ac-

never revealed
how it arrived at

tually added to

the  ICB.)

12 Monthly Review] Vol 11, No. 8, August, 1986, p. 5.
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this number, hawever,

Once this year, OIRA
upped an agency’s burden
estimate and jthen even
upped its own re-estimate.
By the time OfRA finally
disapproved the paper-
work, contalned in a
proposed Internal
Revenue Sefvice rule
governing |employee
benefit plans,}its burden
had grown nearly 2,000
percent —from 2.5 million
hours to 39 million hours.!

Why wouldg OIRA want
to increase an agency’s es-
timate? One reason is to
prevent an a‘gency from
using that budgeted time
for another project. By ad-
ding burden hours to a
proposal, OIRA can force
an agency to compensate
for those houtfs by cutting
information collection in
other areas —possibly halt-
ing a politically sensitive
survey or politically un-
desirable relforting re-
quirement because an
agency has exhausted the
total hours allptted it in its
ICB.

Obviously, using “bur-
den” as the only measure of
whether to collect informa-
tion is a poor way to make
important dekisions. The
burden estimates are un-
reliable, and OIRA ar-
bitrarily increases and

20 Most Burdensome Paperwork Requirements
In the Federal Government

7988
Burden in | Percent
Title Agency Million Hrs | of Total
Individual Income Tax Tax
Return and Related Schedules Treasury 297.0 18.0
{1040)
Acquisition Management
Systems and Data Requirements Defense 158.6 2.0
information Coliection in
Support of DD Acquisition Defense 88.4 50
Hazard Communication
Standard Labor 54.2 3.1
Travel, Entertainment and Gift
Expenses Treasury 50.4 2.9
Additional Records Under
Federal insurance Contribution Treasury 30.3 1.7
Act
U.S. Corporate Income Tax
Return Treasury 29.5 1.7
Nutrition School Lunch Program
Reporting USDA 22.5 1.3
U.S. Individual Income Tax
Return {1040A) Treasury 21.7 1.2
Guaranteed Student Loan ,
Program Education 21.1 1.2
Regulation Z: Truth in Lending FTiC 18.0 1.1
Statement of Interest Income Treasury 18.9 1.1
Office of Federal Contract
Compliance Program
Recordkeeping & Reporting Labor 8.2 1.0
Requirements
U.S. Partnership Income Tax
Return Treasury i7.9 1.0
Passive Activity Loss Limitations Treasury 17.8 1.0
Emplover's Quarterly Tax Return Treasury 17.6 1.0
Madel Food Stamp Forms USbA 17.2 1.0
Employment Eligibility .
Verification (1-9) Justice 65 | 98
Form 10-K: Annual Report
Under the 1934 Securities Act SEC 16.1 0.9
Textile Act Requirements FTC 15.5 0.9
TOTAL 927.3 53.0%

Source: Information Ceffection Buc_lget of ihe U.8. Government, FY 1089

13 Monthly Review, Vol. V, No. 6, June, 1989, p. 3.
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decreases them withFut offering any account-
ing of how or why it has done so.

The calculation Lf burden hours, no
matter how caref:ul, does not account
for any benefits of collecting
information,

OIRA’s focus or burden means that half
of the information e%uation is missing -- since
at the heart of any budget must be some idea
of the kind of relation between costs and
benefits.™*

Plus, the narrov&ér focus on the burden a
particular form supposedly imposes also
completely disas-

they are required to (tax forms, for example).
By ignoring these distinctions, “the burden
hour measure becomes at best a very am-
biguous force. . . 1

The ICB process has also become a
political game.

Over the last eight years, the ICB process
has taken on political overtones. Despite
protestations to the contrary, OIRA used the
ICB during the Reagan Administration to
target information collection activities at
odds with the Administration’s philosophy.

For example, the Reagan Administration
came into office with a program of easing
what it considered a

sociates the information
sought from the pro-
gram it would serve, It
also avoids important
questions about the tur-
den a lack of informa-

choke hold of regula-
tions on American busi-
ness. Through the ICB,
OIRA went to work
scaling back the
amount of information

* tion might impose -} on
policy and decisjon
makers, for example, or on workers whose
health could suffer because they cannot have
access to information about the toxic substan-
ces in their workplace. In other words, the
focus on burden gist greater weight in the
decision-making progess to people or entities
that have to proviﬁg:e information than to
people or entities who might benefit from the
information.

Burden estimates also do not differen-
tiate between voluntary and mandatory
responses. Some observers have called this
the “coercion quotient.” Respondents spend
some burden hours voluntarily (for example,
filling out applicatipns for grants or other
benefits), while others spend hours because

business have to keep
for and/or report to OSHA and EPA. In par-
ticular, OIRA has gone to great lengths
reviewing OSHA ICBs. In FY '87, for ex-
ample, OIRA submitted dozens of pages of
questions for the agency (such as “When
OMB approval for an OSHA collection of
information requirement expires, how quick-
ly does the agency inform the regulated com-
munity and OSHA compliance officers that
this requirement will no longer be en-
forced?”) in preparation for its ICB hear-
ing 10

Agency clearance officers say that OIRA
also routinely singles out politically sensitive
items at ICB hearings. “They single things out
at the ICB stage: You can do this, not that;

14 David 8. Schwarz and Sysan E. MacMuilin, “Of Beans and Burden — or How We Leamed to Stop Worrying and Love the ICB,” a
paper prepared for deiivery to the 1986 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, p. 11.

15 Ibid,p. 14

16 Letter from OIRA Desk Officer Nancy Wentzier to Jokn Dineen of the Department of Labor’s Directorate of Information

Resources Management; August 29, 1986, p. 3.
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sometimes they lgive a reason, sometimes
not,” said one.

Yet OIRA staff insist that the ICB is not
an approval document and that they do not
approve or disapprove any information col-
lection at the ICB stage. For example, OIRA
officials claim that they did not make any
disallowances in FYs "86 and "87. This is less
than true.

Documents pbtained by OMB Watch
under the Freedom of Information of Act
show that OIRA did, in fact, disallow several
items included|in the ICB submitted by
OSHA. For FY|’87, OIRA refused to give
OSHA 4,470 burden hours requested for con-
ducting surveys.! That meant that if OSHA

mentioned the department’s “proposed
review of the paperwork burden associated
with the National School Lunch Program . . .
[as] a high priority.”

In the FY 86 letter to then-Secretary of
Labor William Brock, Gramm noted that
“[t]he .. . proposed rule ‘Recordkeeping Re-
quirements for Tests, Inspections, and Main-
tenance Checks, published in the Federal
Register on January 3, 1986, is certainly a high
priority. This rulemaking, which would
reduce the recordkeeping burden of OSHA
safety regulations by 8.6 million hours, must
be completed by September 1986 if the
Department is to meet its target reduction of
almost 15 million hours this year.” This was

to replace reporting

wanted to conduct a sur-
vey during the year, it
had to reduce other
programs to cpme up
with the hours the survey
would take.

and recordkeeping re-
quirements with self-
certification proce-
dures.

Some of this OIRA
effort is nothing more

The reason OIRA

than a stab in the dark.

disapproved the hours is
problematic. It refused because OSHA had
not conducted any surveys in the previous
fiscal year. Even after OSHA appealed for a

xeduced survey|of 2,500 hours, OIRA again

disapproved. When OSHA eventually back-
ed down, one official wrote: “For the OSHA
surveys, we agree with your point that we did
not use our allowance for such surveys last
year and, as a result, there’s no good basis for
estimating an allowance for this year. Since
we’ve no specific survey plans for this year,
we're dropping our appeal . ...”

OIRA also singles out politically sensitive
items in allowance letters to agencies. For
example, in the FY '86 allowance letter to
then-Secretary| of Agriculture John Block,
then-OIRA. Administrator Wendy Gramm

For example, with little
evidence other than a raw number, Gramm
singled out paperwork contained OSHA’s
noise standard as a good place for burden
reductions, The standard, which protects
workers from hearing loss from too much
on-the-job exposure to noise, contains
reporting and recordkeeping requirements
that weigh in at about 6.8 million burden
hours annually.

So OIRA forced OSHA to solicit public
comments about how to reduce the stand-
ard’s burden. The response was adamant:
Most of the 31 commmenters told OSHA inno
uncertain terms that the standard’s paper-
work burden was the minimum necessary to
afford adequate worker protection.1

17  Letter from Thpmas C. Komarek, Assistant Secretary of Labor for Administration and Management, to James B. MacRae, Jz.,

Deputy Adntin{strator of OIRA, Pecember 17, 1986, p, 2.
18 Monthly Revlefy, Vol, IV, No. 7, July, 1988, p. 9.
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The ICB lack public accountability.

When President Carter left office, he
thought he had set up an ICB process that
afforded publit participation and account-
ability. Section 1-106(b) of his E.O. 12174
required agendies to prepare and publish in
the Federal Register “an annual paperwork
calendar of significant requests for informa-
tion,” based on information submitted by
agencies in their paperwork budgets.

But the tide went in the opposite direc-

tion. Presidentgleagan’s OIRA showed little -

commitment t¢ carrying through on initia-
tives to enhance public access to ICB infor-
mation. Yet OIRA still pays lips service to the
public accoun{ability of

For all of these reasons, the ICB should
be eliminated. All the bogus numbers and
political manipulation add up to is a bogus
ICB. The ICB’s originators knew paperwork
burdens, measured in respondent burden
hours, to be imperfect. They did not intend,
much less expect, the numbers to become
iron-clad limits that they have become.

Instead, they thought the ICB’s success
would lie in measuring the rate and direction
of change, “Measurement of paperwork is
often difficult and imprecise in the absolute,
but reliable and consistent measures of
change are possible,” President Carter’s
OMB opined. “It is these measures of the rate
and direction of change that are essential to
operation of a practi-

the process. In releasing
the FY ’88 IUB, OIRA
said it represij!nted “the
end-product ofl a process

ability to and stimulating

cal information c%—
lection budget....”

1t is difficult, if not
impossible to judge
the rate and direction

for ensuring‘}aocount-

participation by the

American public in one aspect of Federal
governance —the need to collect informa-
tion.”1”

"The process simply cannot be publicly ac-
countable untilithe substance of the review is
documented. %L\Jrrently, OIRA documents
only the bare m{nimum of ICB information —
little more than the nearly standardized
transmittal letters it sends informing agencies
of their yearly budget targets. In fact, Desk
Officers routinely inform agencies of their
budget targets lover the telephone, with no
‘written documentation. OIRA also blocks
public access t¢ agency ICB materials until
the fiscal year to which they apply has ended.
Plus, the annual ICB report simply lists
budget totals —it explains little,

of change the way the
ICB is currently executed.

Agencies and OIRA are even finding it
harder to take the process seriously. “The
enthusiasm has deteriorated in some agen-
cies,” one OIRA staff member admitted.
“But we're still committed to the concept of
a once a year senior-level oversight of infor-
mation collections. It’s good management
planning.”

If the ICB is not eliminated, tight
guidelines should be enforced to make sure it
is more publicly accessible. OIRA should be
instructed to document more of its decisions
during the process, as well as the rationale
behind those decisions. In addition, OIRA
and agencies should be required to publish
something like what President Carter’s OMB
envisioned: “an annual paperwork calendar
of significant requests for information.”

19 Information Collection Budget of (he United States Government, Fiscal Year 1988, OMB, p. i.
20 Information Collection Budget of the Uniled States Government, Fiscal Year 1981, OMB, pp. 72-73.




